. * o
‘
. .
N .
— P
. =-
-
> L}
N

. DOCUMENT RESUME -
_—~ ED 213 063 . . CS 503 768
© AUTHOR . Pearson, Judy C. . , o -
-+  TITLE /7, _ Gender, Similarity, and-Source Credibility. -
PUB DATE Feb 82 . , .
NOTE' 22p.; Paper presented at tfie Annual Meeting of the
" ' " Western Speech Communication,K Association (Denver,.CO,
, - ' February 19-23, 1982),
. EDRS PRICE |  MF01/PCO1, Plus Postage. ; ,
DESCRIPTORS Adults; Attitude Measures;. *Communication Research;

*Credibility; Females; *Information Sources; .
Interpersonal Competence; Males; *Role Perception;

) ‘'*Sex Differences; Sex Role; Surveys <y ' Co

x bl . . M « ) )s

ABSTRACT

13 . N

’

designed to examine whether the gender of the source and the

similarity of gender between the .source and the receiver affected the
- receiver's perception of source credibility. The results indicated

that (1) men had more overall credibility than did women, ‘(2) women
recognized that they would have more credibility if they were men,

/ (3) men recognized that they would have less credibility. if they were
) women, and (4) both sexes recognized that they would have higher
credibility with other persons of the same Sex than with persons of
the oppasite sex,' and that persons of the same sex would have more
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.The importance of source credibility ie'at leaet'twenty-
: ,three centuries old. The Aristotelian dictum that a source 8
' " "character may almost be called ‘the most effective means
of persuasion he possesses," (Aristotle, 1941, 1356a, linee
12-14) baa been expanded recently in experimental studies
which have attempted to determine fiore precise information

-

about source credibility. A prevalent view in such studies

¢

. 18 that source credibility repfésents'a subsget of pérson -
/
perception (Infante, 1980: McCroskey & Young, 1979) and that . .

source. credibility is a perceptual variable in which the '
source serves 48 a stimulus and the recervers serve as respondents.
In line with this view, the muk;idimenaionality.of the”construct
has' been -examined. The number of dimeneioﬁe and the names of
- thoee dimenaions varies among studies (cf Berlo, Lemert, & Mertz, . 1 .
1969; McCroskey, 1966; and McCroskey & Wheeless, 1976).. °
The lack of stability among ‘the factor analytic studies
that,have_been'performed may be a result  of a number of causes.
One problem may lie in the design of the studies which requires
that subjects respond to a complex set of variables that
includes a source at a perticular point in time.,with a particular
topic, a specific message, in a unique communicetion situation,
. rather than to an individual source of a meeeage The variability
' in eubjecte reéponaes may be a result of any of these factors.
Attributione of eource credibility may, in fact, be in error .

"y as eubjecte are reaponding to other variables in the - communication

procees
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One area in which attribution of source credibility

has been eqnivocal {s the literature concérning ¥emalé/male
A

differences. In general, persons with high'statﬁs, including.

‘men and anglo-Americéns, have been shown to be more effective .

as persuaders and as writers and have been favored,for high .,

status positions while persons~with low status, including N L*‘x

women, Mexican Americans, and blacks, ve been viewed less
b
fevorably (cf. Kemirez, 1977; Noel & Alf// 1976; Wheeler,.

Wilson, & Tarantola, 19764 & De La Zerda & Hopper,'l979).

Such conclusions have been drawn even when messages are identical )

13

which have led researchers to speculate that ‘women, amoné‘ ¢

other groups, have lower credibility ‘than have men. A frequently'
cited study oemonstrated that auoiencee responded mor%Eﬁavoraoly '
to messages attributed to a male communicator than to a‘female‘
commﬁnicator (Goldberg, 1968) . Male sources of messages "/i

<

elso received higher competence ratings than d

female souﬁqgs

in an investigation of persuasive discourse ( iller & McReynolds,

"1973). However, in another study, females received higher

scores on three dimensions of credibilityvpﬁat were examined--
) B 5' ) . -, . Y * -

trustworthiness, dynamism, and competence/(Vigliano, 1974) .

In addition, wnile'male newscasters were shown to be more 7

¥

effective than female news%asters in produoing ;etenoion

iof newacast materials, there were ‘ne szgni}isant differences L ‘
i

.between male and female newscasters on belie ability (Tan,

Raudy, Huff, & Miles, 1980) . - S

t
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. One possible explanation for the' differences in' the attribution,

" of credibility to female and male sources may lie. im the difference

between extrinsit and intrinsic credibility. Extrinsic credibility

. rafers to that view of the source that a ﬂeceiver holds prior /

to, discour'se; intrinsic credibility arises out of theé communication
event, The characteristics ‘of. an individual including’his or
her personality, sex, “or prior reputation may affect a receiver 8
view of his or her credibility before the communication event

. * For ,example, in the examination of persuasive discourse which /
was cited above, the topic of the message was expanding the A, L
.B. M. missile system and the source was identified alternatively
as-‘a‘man or a woman with a Ph. U, in nuclear physic (Miller
& McReynolds, 1973). Respondents in this srudy may have ‘been .
reacting to the sex of the source of the message (extrinsic credibility)
_or to the combination of the sex of the source and the hypothetical
academic degree and topic.of the message In other words, receivers
may view men as more competent when they are presenting messeges /
which are consistent with a stereotypicel role, but may view ‘
women as more competent w§§; they are speaking on traditionally

z
female topics For instance, if the message concerned childcere

OF & nurturing role, a female may have been viewed as more

competent. 7
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vThe literature on the differential grading of . female
and mele student speeches further compounds the problem.
An . examination of the evaluation of the . messages of women

and men consistently demonstrates that females receiver highér

scores .on clgssroom speeches (cf. Pearson l980c Pearson ’

:& Nelson, 1981; Barker, 1966) . In addition, female students o

’ éreceive proportionately more positive comments than negative %//:
commehts . than do male students
1971).

. 1n the public speaking of female and male speakera

‘(cf. Pearson, 1975; Sprague,,
However\ other studies’ demonstrate no difference,.
one. -
study showed that seX did nog, oorrelate signifieantly égth
public speaking ability ratings but that women did receive
) j' higher grades in the basic speech compupication classroom - Y
((Hayes, 1977)., and another study yielded no difference in
the persuasiveness of female and male spegkerﬁ‘(Sloman,:l974)
Y It has been suggested that women may be uniquely suited for
tha public speaking setting or that women may be especially
responsive to the classroom setting. qStereotypical character-‘
= istics such as sensitivity ro the needs of others undérstanding.
compassion, and warmth which e are associated with women may
’asoist them in the Public speaking setting while ferinine
personality traits including compliance, yielding, . and te-
sponsiveness may assistvwomen ih achieving higher grades in

' the classroom E“‘

s

—t -,
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bdt it,clearly suggests that intervening yariahles
can alter the perception of men and women gngaged in communication ‘)

' v'beheviors'in different settings One of the purposes of -
the current study was to éxamine the credibility of men and
v+ women, without regard to context. Based on previous literature s
"and inferring that -the superiority of women in-particular ' <
gontexts of communication was a resul; of the context rather
than the gender of the source we hypothesized that
Hi: Men will be perceived to have more credibility - -
o ’ thah~woﬁen . o
Similarly. we felt that men would perceive that their credibility
»’ wotld be lower if they were of the opposite sex while women :
o ‘would perceive that their credibility would be higher if _
| they were of the opposite sex. In other. words, holding\bzfcr T
" characteristics constant, men and women would respond tha ’ !
their credihility would be altered by ‘the single change of . .
gender. We therefore hypothesized that .
HQ; Hep and women will respond differentl&'to the question o
‘of having more credibility if they were of the
" opposite sex. o S ] o
+  Both femele and male iqterviewers wera involved in conducting
thi; study. Earliér studies suggest that the. gender of the
interviewer‘g; ,the experimenter may afféct the results(cf. ‘

v \ .
Bock & Bock, 1977;. Brooks, 1974) wh;%e other studiesrconclude .

that the gender of the interviewer is not a significant factor :
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(cf. Ch.eluneN 1976; Hoffman-Graff 1977; Vondracek & Vondracek

4 1971; Hoffman & Spencer l977) As a result of these conflicting

Q
findings, we examined the sex of the interviewer and included
; -

7

the research question, ' s

RL: Does the sex of the interviewer affect the selection
of, men or women as more credible? . »

ﬁ

Another varrable which may be confounding the differences
‘in attribution of source. credibility to women and men may
be the sex of the receiver. Returning to the literature.
‘on classroom criticism, the sex of the evaluator appears
to have sdme predictive value in the determination of grades
A number of studies suggest that females are more lenient 3

asg evaluators (cf: Pfister, 19555 Sikkink, 1956; Bock, Powell,

y

rd

Kitchens, & Flavin, 1976) while other research could demonstrate

no difference in the evaluation offered by female and male , , ¥
evaluators (cf. Bryan & Wilke, 1942 Ruechelle,. 1958, Bostrom

& Kemp, 1968 Sloman 1974; Peavson, 1980a) . Studies in

the claséroom which have focused on specific critiquing behavior

have demonstratgd that females are more generdus thap males ‘ /
in rating the ‘ethos of a speaker (Haiman, 1949), that females

tend to score speakers, regardless of sex, higher than males .

on trustworthiness and dynamism, but not on competenge (Vigliano, .

1974); and that females write more delrvery, positive and 4
per?onal commentsg thsn do males in their written spsech criticism :

" (Sprggue, 1971). Finally, Lynn (1974) found thst 1) females

tefid. to perceive highly credible sources unassociaged with
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'any'm;ssage more favorably than do males, while males tend
. to perceive positive communication fromkhighly credible sources
morelfaVorably than do females; ﬂemales tend to 'perceive
source-less sub}ective messages more favorably than do males,
while .males tend to perceive source- less objective messages
more favorably than do females; and 3) ‘ males perceive subjective
| messages more favorably when the source is specifically identified '
'githan whenltheasource 1s unknown while females perceive subjective
messagés more favorably when the source is not identified. 's
. The interaction between the gender of the evaluator,

- *

or receiver, and the gender o€~the speaker, or source, has
‘also been -examined in classroom critioism It appears thaz
women tend to grade men higher than they grade women (Pfister,
1955) and that men tend to grade women higher than they grade. N
men  (Pfister, /1955). in some research but otheg/studies have '
not replicated these findings (cf Pearson, 1980b).
Research on similarity between sources and. receivers
is useful in examiping source credibility Individuals tend ,
to extend more positive affect for those. whom they - judge
to be similar to themgelves than for those whom they perceive -
to be dissimilar from themselves (cf Heider, 1958) and poeitive
. vaffect leads to perceptions of perceived similarity (cf.
I Byrne & Wong, 1962). Similarity results in interpersonal
attraction (cf..Newcomb, 1961; Byrne & Nelson, 1965; 3yrne

‘& Clore, 1966). Receiver-source similarity has been shown’

¥

-




‘ adding to the predictive model (Wheeless,,l974)w

- 8 -1
to produce attitude change (cf. Berscheld 1966; Brock, 1965.,
Mll%s & Jellison, 1968). Further, perceived sxmllarity:is
related to attraction and some of the dimeneions of credibility
(Rogers &.phowmik, 1971; Rogers, 1973; Alpertq& Anderscn, |
1573) .

was shown to be-consistently the best predlctor of selective

Consistent with the'se findings, perceived source competence

+,
exposure behavior with homophlly and attitudinal involvenment

Finally, ’ C

persons have.been shown to be more easily persuaded by peers than

hy nou-peers (Cantcr, Alfonso,‘g Zillman, 1976) and preschoql male
‘ : . :

children démonstra%e preference for their fathers over their

‘mothers in/;lay act1V1t1es\éLynn & DePalma-Cross, 1974)

4

In light of the conflicting flndlngs between the classreom\ L ‘

setting and.themresearch on similarify, we offer the following

-
«

four research qnestions |
Ry: Do individuals perceive that they will haye higher
credlbillty with persons of the same sex or with

v persons of thé op;qglte ‘sex? '- ’

&35 Does' the sex of the subJect affect the seleccion :

of the - game sex oy the opposite sex with whom she

or he would‘haye more cgedlbllity? ;

R4: Do individuals perceive that others will have more
credibility with them if they lare of the -same sex
than if they are of .the opposite sex? ;

R5§ Does the sex of the ‘subject affect tli¢ selection

of a person of the same sex or the opposite sex

who will have m@e credlbllity with thed’

b . -

‘ 10




L .
. o
. . . METHOD.

-

Data Collectién . , ‘ o o \ S
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The subJects in this study were randomly se’ected from the
local telephone directory of residents of a middle~sized midwestern
tuniversity town. The finmal subject.- pool consisted of 305
_individuals, 145 men and 160 women, 209 students and 96 non-"‘ Y e
students; 205 individuals were 25 years of age or younger and ‘
140 individuals were over 25 years, of ago' Each Subject was
contacted by telephene by a trained interviewe®. Twelve of the
interviewers were male and eignt of the interviewers were female;

each interviewer comp ldéced about 13 interviews. The interviewers
= \

were trained.and superyised by the ipvestigator to insure that
they conducted the interviews. éonsisténtiy Interviewers were ‘
instructed to read oueStions ve*batim and wefekadﬁised on responses
to particular questions. The telephone interviews were conducted
~
‘between February 2 and Fsoruary 5, 1981, in the late afternoon
and eariy’evening hours. - P , ’
‘Questionnaire - T ' . \ ‘ t -
. The questionnaire that provided the basis for thé telephone
‘interV1ews was based on. the research questions and hypotheses _ -,
that wére developed in this study. Interviewers recorded their
own sex, the sex of the interuiewee, whether ‘the interviewee
was a student -or a nonstudente and placed the’ interviewee in *

an age category. Interviewees then answered four questions c.

which all had dichotomous responses: 1). -,,our view, which .’
. ‘ ‘ R '
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have 'ﬁnore credibility with others: a) men or b) women" 2);
1f zgg were’ the opposite sex, would you be’ viewed as having
- a) ‘more cr?dibility or. b) less credibility’ 3) Dp you feel
you have tore credibility w1th the a) opposite sex or b)

the same sex? 4) ,Do_ethers have more credibility with you

1f they are of the a) opposite sex or b) wame sex? ° T /}
e . ’ I -
Data Analyses ' _ ' T F// ‘
(/ Hypothesis. 2 and iPsearch questions 1, 3, and 5 were o ;V J

examined using regression analysis and the‘general linear’
models procedure from the Statistical Analysis System (SAS)

which provides Type v Sum of Squares, a conservative estimate o

bf differencé‘r The dependent variable for hypothesis 2 was )
the credibility assigned to a perspn of the opposite sex and .
the independent variable was the sex of the respondent. The .
dependent variable for research question 1 was the credibility

_8co e assigned to men and women and ndependent variable

was the sex of the interviewerr‘ The depen nt variable for ° NN
.research question 3 and 4 was the’ credibil ty assigned to - = - |
same sex or opposite sex’ persons and theaindependent variable

was the sex of the respondert. Hypothesis 1 and research ‘ -

‘f* dquestions 2 and 4 were examinedpyith t-tests,

| = . - RESULTS B SRR
Hypothesis 1—-Men will be perceived to have more credibility g

that women--was verified . Iwo. hundred and thirteen subjects

selected men "as higﬁer in credibility than women, 85 selected

- women over men,_and 7 subjects asserted that they could not select :

- , .
N 8 . . } AN '
*

d =
j g - -
. . .
. . -
. . . .
. ¢
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eithér men or women as more credibile which accounted for a sig- ‘
nificant difference (¢ = 15.30, 298, d.f., p<’. 0081y R .
-y Hypothesis 2--Men an women will respond diﬁferently Lo

+ ‘to”the question of having more credibility if they ,were of

a- significant difference (F(l 297) = 34.88; p< . 0001)

the opposite sex--was verified The variable of sex’ provided

“In’ ,
genefal, men felt they would have less credibility if they,

were of- the opposite sex and womefi felt they wotild have more

credibility 'if they were of the opposite sex.

Resegrch Question 1--Does the sex of the experimenter affect*

: the selection of men Or women as more credible--was answeﬁgd

affirmatively Subjects who responded to female experimentegs -

,‘selected males as more credibile at a signifi¢antly higher level

than they selected females as more credible (F(1, 293) =4,14; < )

P 0429, e 1

'Research Question 2--Do individuals pPerceive that they

. will have higher cred}bility with persons of - the same sex

or Jyith permons of the opposite sex~-was answered affirmatively

. One hundred and ninety four subjects selected the same sex, : !

103 subjects selected the opposite sex, and 8 subjects chose

¢

neither the same nor the opposite sex which accounted for ) © .
a 8ignificant difference (t = 59.76, 297 d.f., p<:{o001) . ).
. Resgarch Question 3--Does the sex of the subject affect ~
the selection of the same sex or the opposite sex with‘Whom
&he‘ér he\;ould have more credibility—~was not answered in

the affirmative (F(l 295) = 1. 51; p = 2195)

. '
& !
v . *
.
Cs 13 | / ’
- ’ N . -
. LY . . J ¥
B . .
B - v
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selected -.the opposite sex, and 5 subjects chose neither the "

L]
A

o e 12 .-

. , . - / .
Research Question 44-ﬁo indiyiduals perceivel that others

‘will have more credibility with them if they are f the same .

o
sex than if they are of the opposite sex--was.answered affirmatively

Two hundred and two subJects selected the same sex; 98 subjects

same norvthe opposite sex which accounted for a significant

‘difference (¢-= 61.32, 300 d.£., p<£.0001).

Research Question 5--Does the 'sex ‘0f* the subject affect

' the selection of a person of the gsame sex or the opposite//f\\\.

sex who will have. more credibility with them--was answered .

affirmatively (F(1, 292) 6 97 p = .0087).

(J ' ‘ DIscdssxon , _

The,  results of this study support the view that both‘ '
the- gender of the source and the similarity of gender between
the source and receiver affects the receivér 8 perception of
source credibility. Men appear to have mdre overall credibility
than do.women, women appear to recognize that ehey would have *ﬂ
more-credibility if they were men, and men-appear to recognize‘
that they Wouzgfhave less credibility if they were women.
Individuals o rceive that they Will have higher credibility

with others of the same sex than with others of the opposite

sex, regardless of their own gender. Individuals perceive

that others will have more credibility Wlth theRt if/they are

of the same- sex than if they are of the opposite sex; however, .

a gender difference on this variable also exists which suggests

14 u

L4




:,gfythological pPropinquity, and similarity in_/rawing conclusions

more credible than do wome find’ that otherg of the same séx

" are- credible.

- This study suggests some interesting avenues for future .

po

research. On the one _hand, it appears that men and women

are perceived to exist in superior- subordinate roles with ' B 'n(i
regard to/”ource credibility TJ; _power relationship that
exists between men and women in our culture affects the nature

of the perceptions of credibility Stereotyping may be operative

-as indivzduals .make assessments of the crgdibility of persons

on the basis of known power situations. On the other other

hand, individuals .appear to rely on principles such’ s homophily,

f their own crehibility with others " Subcultural groups may

find that their credibilitv is enhanced when communicating with

" members of their own subculture regardless of the dominant

power structure in the larger culture. At any rate, it doeg

‘ot appear that the overriding asymmetricalqpower rélationship .

which currently exists between men and women is the only -

‘ influence in detérmining the source. credibility of individuals -

in our culture.

v
| .
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